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SUPPORT FOR THE PROPOSED VALIDATION UNDER THE PLENARY POWERS OF 
THE SPECIFIC NAME “IMMIGRANS ” STURTEVANT, 1921, AS PUBLISHED IN THE 
COMBINATION “ DROSOPHILA IMMIGRANS ” (CLASS INSECTA, ORDER DIPTERA) 

By JOHX SMART, Ph.D., D.Sc. 

(Cambridge University , Department oj Zoology. Cambridge) 

(Commision’s reference: Z.N.(S)711) 

(Letter dated 3rd Xovember 1954) 

I have looked up the various papers concerning Drosophila brouni and have come 
to the conclusion that I would wish to support the application of Messrs. Mayr, 
Paterson, Wheeler, and Spencer. I think that it is very important that we do what 
we can to prevent confusions of this kind arising and I have already acted in another 
case [ Drosophila subobscura Collin. 1936] of this kind (Smart, 1945, Proc. R. ent. 
Soc. Lond., (B). 14: 53-6). 


OBJECTION TO THE PROPOSED USE OF THE PLENARY POWERS TO SUPPRESS THE 

GENERIC NAME “CAENISITES ” BUCKMAN (S. S.), 1925 (CLASS CEPHALOPODA, 
ORDER AMMONOIDEA) 

By L. F. SPATH, D.Sc., F.R.S. 

(British Museum (Natural History ), London) 

(Commission's reference : Z.N.(S.)798) 

(Enclosure to a letter dated 22nd July 1954) 

(For the proposal submitted in this case, see Bull. zool. 

Nomenel. 6 : 364-366) 

1. The proposal by Dr. Arkell and Dr. Donovan that the Plenary Powers be 
used to suppress the generic name Caenisites S. S. Buckman, 1925 (see Bull. zool. 
Nomenel., 6 : 364) was made principally on the grounds that the single specimen 
on which the genus was based is a pathological monstrosity. Objection was made 
at the game time to the present author’s usage of the name Caenisites for the 
group of ammonite species that includes Ammonites timieri J. de C. Sowerby 
(1824 : 75, pi. 452, upper figure). This proposal is opposed on the grounds stated 
below. 

2. While it is true that the unique holotype of the type species of the 
monotypical nominal genus Caenisites , C. caeneus Buckman (1925 : pi. DLXXII) 
is a pathological monstrosity, the abnormality affects only the last half-whorl of 
the specimen, from 68 to 85 mm. diameter. The remainder of the shell is perfectly 
normal and shows the characters of the species-group that includes Amm. tumeri 
J. de C. Sowwby, Amm. brooki J. Sow-erby (1818 : 203, pi. 190) and Amm. plotti 
Reynes (1879 : pi. 36, figs. 9-16) among others. The original figures of C. caeneus 
show these characters not only in lateral view but also in ventral view before the 
beginning of the deformed part of the shell. So long as the species-group in question 
is regarded as homogeneous, it is not seriously open to question whether C. caeneus 
is a member of it or not. 
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3 . It is a matter of observation that deformed specimens are of common 
occurrence in this group. One was figured as Arietites turgescens by Buckman 
(1918 : pi. 29, figs. 2a, b) ; another, now considered to be a malformed Amm. plotti 
Keynes, was referred to by me as Arietites sp. nov. (1923 : 76). The generic 
affinities of these and other deformed specimens are not obscured by their 
malformations. 

4 . Dr. Donovan (1953 : xiii), in proposing the generic name Euasteroceras for 
Amm. turneri J. de C. SSowerby, states that Caenisites caeneus does not correspond 
exactly with Amm. plotti , referring to my opinion (1946 : 496) that the former was 
a malformed specimen of the latter. Whatever the words “ correspond exactly ” 
may have been intended to mean (very few individuals of any ammonite species 
ever correspond exactly with each other), he has given no taxonomic reasons 
to justify the generic separation of Euasteroceras from Caenisites . He is wrong 
in stating that degeneration of ornament does not occur in the *wr«eri-group. 
In large examples degeneration similar in type to that known in Asteroceras can 
be seen. 

5 . On a point of detail, the lectotype of Amm. turneri was not, as stated by 
Dr. Donovan, first designated by Buckman (1898 : 453), but by Oppel (1856 : 82). 

6. The intention announced by Dr. Arkell and Dr. Donovan of reproducing 
the original figures of all type species of all ammonite genera in the forthcoming 
Treatise of Invertebrate Paleontology is quite irrelevant to the nomenclatorial point 
under discussion. Special pleading of this sort cannot help the Commission to 
appreciate the essentials of the case. Many genera of ammonites are based on far 
less satisfactoiy figures than is Caenisites , Euasteroceras among them. 

7 . Many generic names may have been proposed in the mistaken belief that a 
pathological deformity was a normal morphological character, but most of these 
cases are so obvious that the subjective element in their interpretation is very 
small. Moreover, few of such names are involved in situations such as the present 
where it is generally agreed that a new generic name is needed (for taxonomic 
purposes) for the species-group to which the pathological specimen belongs. In the 
writer's opinion. Dr. Arkell and Dr. Donovan are grossly exaggerating the extent 
of the subjective element in this case. It is claimed that the holotype of 
Caenisites caeneus shows all the characters needed for its generic assignation and 
that to claim that it is doubtful whether it is a member of the turneri-plotti group 
shows that the authors of the proposal that the generic name Caenisites bfe 
suppressed have inadequate experience of the many transitional forms in this group. 

8. In so far as there is usage of a generic name for the species-group in question, 
that usage is in favour of maintaining the generic name Caenisites. The authors 
of the proposal to suppress that name have not shown any clear-cut necessity 
for doing so in the terms of Opinion 93. The}’ are, on the other hand, relying on 
that subjective element in the case wliich was stressed in the Copenhagen decision 
to reject Dr. Arkell's application for the inclusion in the Regies of a provision 
invalidating a generic name given to a nominal genus, the type species of which is, 
in the opinion of later workers, a monstrosity. 

9. In the writer’s opinion, the nominal genus Euasteroceras Donovan, 1953 
is a subjective synonym of Caenisites Buckman, 1925. It is, therefore, requested 
that the International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature :— 

(1) reject the proposal to use their Plenary Powers to suppress the generic 

name Caenisites Buckman, 1925 ; 

(2) reject the proposal to use their Plenary Powers to suppress the specific 

name caeneus Buckman, 1925, as published in the binomen Caenisites 
caeneus ; 

(3) place the generic name Caenisites Buckman, 1925 (type species, by 

monotypy : Caenisites caeneus Buckman) (gender of generic name : 
masculine) on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology ; 
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(4) place the specific name caeneus Buckman, 1925, as published in the 

binomen Caenisites caeneus on the Official List of Specific Names in 
Zoology ; 

(5) place the generic name Euasteroceras Donovan, 1953 (type species, by 

original designation, Ammonites turneri J. de C. Sowerby, 1824) (gender 
of generic name : neuter) on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid 
Generic Names in Zoology. 
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COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED USE OF THE PLENARY POWERS TO SUPPRESS THE 
GENERIC NAME “CAENISITES” BUCKMAN (S. S.), 1925 (CLASS CEPHALOPODA, 
ORDER AMMONOIDEA) 

By R. V. MELVILLE, M.Sc. 

[Geological Survey and Museum , London) 

(Commission’s reference: Z.N.(S.)798) 

(Communication received 3rd August 1954) 

1 have no claim to a specialist knowledge of ammonite-systematics, but from 
a general acquaintance with the group of ammonites in question, I feel that 
Dr. Spath’s objections to the proposal that Caenisites be suppressed, carry more 
weight than the arguments put forward by Dr. Arkell and Dr. Donovan. I find it 
difficult to understand how these specialists can, in view of their reputation for 
scientific objectivity, question whether Caensites caeneus belongs to the turneri 
group of ammonite species. The close relationship between C. caeneus and this 
group seems to me as obvious as any point of a taxonomic nature in fossils can be. 
The malformation of the holotype does not obscure the features which betray this 
relationship and upon which the generic assignation is based. At the most it 
might make specific determination difficult in the case of a specimen showing 
no overlap with the normal portion of the holotype ; though even this difficulty is 
diminished if Dr. Spath’s view (that C. caeneus is a malformed variant of 
Ammonites plotti Reynes) is accepted. 


